Act of 2011.
In the prior efforts to adopt a 'first-to-file' system, the issue was often presented as a battle between big business (who, in order to obtain international patent protection, would essentially follow a 'first-to-file' mentality) and the small inventor (who may not have the funds to seek international patent protection and often was thought to rely upon the one-year grace period). Until the AIA, the objections of the 'small inventor' would trump big business and defeat any effort to change the patent system.
The AIA seeks to overcome this objection by creating a hybrid 'first-to-file'/'first-to-publish' grace period. It is held out as 'harmonizing' US law, and addressing both the concerns of big business and the small inventor, because new 35 USC § 102(a) adopts a 'first-to-file' while new 35 USC § 102(b) created 'exceptions' as a watered down 'grace period' based on prior disclosure.
However, rather than adopting a single harmonized rule for the world, the AIA created a 'third rule'. The language included in the AIA includes vagaries that will be left open to interpretation for decades to come, and will keep many patent attorneys employed. Further, the 'grace period' which small inventors had relied upon in the past, could become a trap for the unwary. The AIA also has a 'fourth rule' which applies to applications that claim priority in part before the March 2013 effective date, but include claims which do not.
More than two decades ago, as a young law student, I performed a scholarly analysis of the benefits of adopting a first-to-file rule in the USA instead of the current first-invent rule (see Charles R Macado 'First-To-File: Is American Adoption of the International Standard in Patent Law Worth the Price?' (1988) Colum Bus L Rev 543). I analysed the two systems in terms of their respective accuracy, efficiency, fairness and acceptability. At the time, I concluded that weighing these factors, the transaction costs of adopting a new patent law would argue strongly against the changing of the system, but if the USA were to receive some other benefit like global harmonization or treaty concessions to help US innovators, a change might be worthwhile.
The adoption of a third and fourth rule as part of the AIA has now incurred those transaction costs, without actually harmonizing US patent law with any other patent system. Likewise, the US did not obtain any treaty concessions as a result of the AIA. We will likely have decades to ponder whether the AIA will set a new international standard, or merely just another new and different rule. 
